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Currently, service has been an essential part of the economy. Many companies 
are looking to venture into the service industry. Hence, the service industry has 
been increasing and is expected to play a major role in the future. However, 
delivering service is not easy. There is a tendency for problems or the service 
receiver (customer) is not happy with the service given.  The ultimate goal of 
services is to meet or exceed customer expectations. When this happens, 
customers are disappointed or dissatisfied with the experience and this is when a 
failure has occurred (Gebrich and Roschk, 2011).  
 
Failure in service is inevitable due to the nature of the service itself. A service failure 
is when service performance is lower than a customer’s expectations (Hoffman 
and Bateson, 1997). One of the reasons is the production and consumption of 
service is simultaneous (Kelly, Donnelly, and Skinner, 1990). This means that the 
customer is present during the service; therefore, it will take a lot of effort to 
prevent failure.  Since most of the service transaction involve humans. The 
possibility of errors is enormous. The ultimate goal of services is to meeting or 
exceeding customer expectations. Service failure will hinder the goal of services 
and ultimately will lead to dissatisfaction among customers.  
 
To overcome the inevitable errors, service providers introduced problem-solving 
activities in their organizational policy in order to resolve the issue. When service 
failure occurs, it is suitable that firms put in effort to recapture customers, because 
losing customers will be detrimental and will have a significant affect financially 
and also include loss of reputation (Hogan et al., 2003). The act to rectify problems 
and regain customer is referred to as service recovery.  
 
Service recovery is the action a service provider takes in response to service failure 
(Grönroos, 1982). Hence, service providers are recognizing that effective service 
recovery is a tool for fostering customers’ loyalties and retaining them (Brown, 
2000). The aim of the recovery action is to restore consumers’ confidence and trust 





and Chi 2013). According to Grönroos (2009) service recovery is the process of 
acknowledging a wrong and making it right.  
 
During failure, consumers are in the state of dissatisfaction. Since finding new 
customers is more difficult than retaining old ones, simply satisfying one’s existing 
customer offers an opportunity for continued patronage. If something goes wrong 
during a phase of a service delivery, service providers should initiate service 
recovery actions to recover these dissatisfied customers. Thus, considerable 
attention has been given to managing service failure and recovery (e.g. Lewis, 
and McCann, 2004; Smith and Bolton, 1998; Tax et al., 1998;). 
 
Accordingly, this study was designed to identify effective recovery processes for 
failures during e-service transaction. The study will focus on the recovery process, 
namely distributive justice and procedural justice and their influence on service 
recovery satisfaction. The objective is to find the suitable tools to be included in 
company policy as a measure to counter service failure.  This study reflects the 
relationships between consumer satisfaction and perceived justice namely 
procedural justice and distributive justice, after a service failure. Satisfied 
customers will translate to ongoing business due to repeat purchase.  
 
Much research has been done for traditional service recovery. However, the 
platform in this study is online service or e-service. Hence, the study will focus on 
service recovery after an online or e-service service failure. The factors that could 
alter customers’ sentiments after failure were emphasized. Service recovery for e-
service is much more challenging especially in the Industry revolution 4.0. 
Technology provides more freedom for consumers to switch service providers. 
Hence, identifying these factors will be an important element for service providers 
to include in designing the recovery process policy.  The factors namely 
satisfaction, procedural justice, and distributive justice were tested. The 
respondents are customers of e-services and their reaction after an e-service 
failure and recovery were recorded.  The question under investigation is: To what 






Satisfaction after Service Recovery 
 
Satisfaction was showed as contingent to customer satisfaction with the 
experience of the service delivery. Overall customer satisfaction influence 
customers’ repeat purchase and word-of-mouth intentions (Spreng, Harrell, and 
Mackoy, 1995). 
 
Fulfillment of customers’ expectations will be related to satisfaction. Satisfaction is 
the outcome of fulfilled expectations. When all requirements are at par with 
customer’s expectation, the customer will be satisfied.  When failure occurs, 





recovery plan to tilt the balance from dissatisfaction to satisfaction. Service 
recovery is linked with satisfaction.  One of the main agenda of service recovery 
is to change a dissatisfied customer emotional response to a more satisfactory 
condition. McCollough, Berry and Yadav (2000) recognized that a successful 
recovery was an action that returned a customer to a satisfied state with the 
service provider. A successful recovery plan will ensure that the customer stays 
with the service provider instead of moving to a new service provider. 
 
A study by Michel (2002) shows that the level of satisfaction was higher for those 
customers who encountered failure and successfully recovered as opposed to 
those customers who were satisfied the first time they received the service. 
Another study reflects that the level of rewards given affects the level of 
satisfaction and repatronage intention. However, over rewarding a customer 




Procedural justice includes the perceived fairness of the policies and procedures 
where service providers rectify the problem in their recovery activity (Tax et al., 
1998). Lind and Tyler (1988) indicated that procedural justice is focused on the 
process by which the result is obtained.  Voice and neutrality are considered in 
the procedural justice. Goodwin and Ross (1992) suggested that procedural 
justice is affected by voice, which is defined as the opportunity for the consumer 
to present information. They also suggest that higher levels of voice lead to higher 
levels of satisfaction. Neutrality influences procedural justice in the decision 
making process that is, the consumer feels that the service provider 
accommodate them fairly without any biasness after a failure.  Customers are 
more likely to perceive fairness and a higher quality service during a recovery if a 
service provider follows a set of procedures (Goodwin and Ross, 1990; Sparks and 
McColl-Kennedy, 2001 and 1998). In other words, procedural justice is when 
customers perceived fairness of the procedures by which a service recovery is 
handled. Therefore, a recovery process that adheres to a recovery procedure is 




Distributive justice is related to the actual outcome of service recovery. It is how 
the users perceived fairness of the solution given after a failure. Researchers agree 
that human beings are motivated instrumentally in their relationship with others 
(Tax, Brown, and Chandrashekaran, 1998; Martinez-Tur, Peiro, Ramos, and 
Moloner, 2006). This concept defines distributive justice. However, there are no 
unanimous results in this area. A study suggests that people are motivated with 
tangible remuneration (Goodwin and Ross, 1990) after a failure while another 
study found that atonement or compensation was not a necessity (Johnston, 
1995). Overall, Researchers suggest that distributive justice is one of the significant 
factors in determining judgments of customer satisfaction during a specific service 








Procedural justice includes the perceived fairness of the policies and procedures 
where service providers rectify the problem in their recovery activity (Tax et al., 
1998). Lind and Tyler (1988) indicated that procedural justice is focused on the 
process by which the result is obtained.  Voice and neutrality are considered in 
the procedural justice. Goodwin and Ross (1992) suggested that procedural 
justice is affected by voice, which is defined as the opportunity for the consumer 
to present information. They also suggest that higher levels of voice lead to higher 
levels of satisfaction. Neutrality influences procedural justice in the decision 
making process that is, the consumer feels that the service provider 
accommodate them fairly without any biasness after a failure.  Customers are 
more likely to perceive fairness and a higher quality service during a recovery if a 
service provider follows a set of procedures (Goodwin and Ross, 1990; Sparks and 
McColl-Kennedy, 2001 and 1998). In other words, procedural justice is when 
customers perceived fairness of the procedures by which a service recovery is 
handled. Therefore, a recovery process that adheres to a recovery procedure is 
important in procedural justice (Choi and Choi, 2014). 
 
From the literature, the hypotheses are: 
H1:  Distributive justice will have a positive relationship in predicting 
satisfaction after service recovery. 
H2:  Procedural justice will have a positive relationship in predicting 





In this study, the independent variable is distributive justice and procedural justice 
and the dependent variable is satisfaction. This study will look at how the 
independent variable affects satisfaction after a service failure. The conceptual 










RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DESIGN 
 
The unit of analysis for this study is the university population. These include both 
postgraduate and undergraduate students, academic and non-academic 
personnel. The questionnaire was distributed among the university community of 
a mid-size university in USA. Since the respondents will need to be literate to a 
certain level with information technology and e-services, using a university 
population as consumers of e-services should reflect the population of consumers 
with a higher than average level of computer literacy. The nature of 
communication in universities, accomplishing tasks using the Internet and 
technology are a part of the normal routines of the university’s population. For 
procedural and distributive justice, the instrument by Maxham and Netemeyer 
(2002) was adapted. The scale for e-service recovery satisfaction was measured 
using a newly developed five-item scale. All the instruments used in this study 
follow a seven point Likert-type scale ranging from “Strongly Diasagree” (1) to 
“Strongly Agree” (7). The questionnaire was structured with demographic 
questions, scenarios, and a series of questions to access the dependent variables. 
This study used Confirmatory factor analysis and Multiple regression was used to 
analyzed the data and hypothesis testing. 
 
  
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The data reflects that the ratio of female and male respondents was 59% and 41% 
respectively (Table 9.1).   
Table 9.1  
Demographic data. 
 























































Majority of the respondents (53%) were within the ages of 20 and 39, whereas the 
remaining 47% is in the range of 40 and older. The ethnic groups consist of: 
Caucasian (73%), African American (11%), Asian (10%), Others (4%), and Hispanic 
(3%). The statistical age and ethnic group of the study are quite similar to the 
research done by Pew Research Centre (2017). It can be observed that older 
Internet users are steadily increasing.  
 
Table 9.2 
Skewness and Kurtosis. 
 
Constructs Skewness Kurtosis 
Distributive justice .220 -1.196 
Procedural justice .071 -1.074 
e-Service recovery satisfaction .291 -.902 
Significant level at .05 
Standard error for skewness and kurtosis was .153 and .306 respectively. 
 
The data were subjected to testing for normality by using skewness and kurtosis 
statistics from SPSS.  All variables had values in the range of .016 to .291 for skewness 
and -.704 and -1.196 for kurtosis (refer table 9.2).  Following Leech, Barrett, and 
Morgan (2014), the distribution is normally distributed if the skewness is not outside 
of -1.0 and +1.0.   According to Hair et al. (2013), if the values for skewness and 
kurtosis are within -1.96 and +1.96, the data can be assumed to follow a normal 
distribution at the .05 level. Table 9.2 shows that the data were within the 
acceptable ranges. Thus, one can conclude that the normality assumption was 
not violated.   
 
Table 9.3 shows the result from confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). CFA is utilized to 
confirm the convergent and divergent validity of the scale items. CFA is a 
statistical technique used to verify how the measured variables represent the 
number of constructs (Statistics Solutions, 2013).  The outcomes from the 
confirmatory factor analysis indicated that each item loaded under their 
respective constructs (Table 9.3).  The lowest loading was .79 for PJ3, which was 
above the acceptable value of .5, according to Hair et al. (1998).  Since, all items 
loaded above .50, no items were deleted. In addition, the constructs (distributive 
justice, procedural justice, and satisfaction) showed an acceptable level of 
reliability (  ≥ .70; Nunnally, 1978).  Hence, based on the satisfactory internal 
consistency and validity of the measurement scale, the data was considered 














Factor loadings and reliability of constructs. 
 
Constructs Α Factor Loadings 
Perceived Justice   
 Distributive Justice  0.944  
- The final outcome I received from Gifts N More 
was fair, given the time and hassle. 
 .942 
- Given the inconvenience caused by the 
problem, the outcome I received from Gifts N 
More was fair.  
 .955 
- The service recovery outcome that I received 
in response to the problem was more than fair. 
 .948 
Procedural Justice  0.843  
- Despite the hassle caused by the problem, the 
Gifts N More responded fairly and quickly 
 .930 
- I feel that Gifts N More responded in a timely 
fashion to the problem. 
 .894 
- I believe Gifts N More has fair policies and 
practices to handle problems 
 .793 
e-satisfaction after Service Recovery  0.932  
- Overall, I am very satisfied in the manner that 
Gifts N More handled my e-service failures. 
 .903 
- After the recovery process, my level of 
satisfaction for the Gifts N More improved. 
 .870 
- In my opinion, the Gifts N More has a good 
recovery process. 
 .866 
- In general, the Gifts N More makes my 
experience easy following an e-service failure. 
 .876 





Multiple regression analysis summary (n = 252). 
 
Variable B Standardized Errors Β 
Distributive justice .522 .038 .592 
Procedural justice .153 .040 .158 
Constant -.021 .107  
 
Multiple regressions were used for hypotheses testing. Table 9.4 summarized the 
results of regression between perceived justice constructs namely distributive 
justice and procedural justice with satisfaction as dependent variable. The 
multiple regression results indicated that distributive justice, procedural justice 





535.09, p < .001). The adjusted R squared value was .87, which indicated that 87% 
of the variance in e-service recovery satisfaction was explained by the model. 




Hypothesis testing results from multiple regressions analysis. 
 
Hypothesis Statement Remarks 
H1 : Distributive justice will have a positive effect in 
predicting satisfaction after service recovery. 
H2 : Procedural justice will have a positive effect in 





Distributive justice would have a significant relationship with satisfaction or e-
service recovery satisfaction. Procedural justice would have a significant 
relationship with satisfaction or e-service recovery satisfaction. The results confirm 
that both the perceived justice constructs (distributive justice and procedural 
justice) contribute significantly to e-service recovery satisfaction. Distributive 
justice is inclined to tangible compensation, whereas procedural justice is 
associated to adhering to rules and regulations. It can be observed that, when 
compensation is given, the respondents perceived that the e-service provider is 






This study depicts a significant relationship between the perceived justice 
constructs and e-service recovery satisfaction. This study supports past research 
which has found that perceived justice variable are important drivers of post 
recovery satisfaction (Mattila and Cranage, 2005).  Hence, customers are also 
expected to be more loyal when they are satisfied with failure recovery.  If the 
service provider has a proper service recovery process in place. When failure 
occurs customers satisfaction will be improved after the recovery process. 
Customers may perceive that the service providers are following rules and 
regulations (procedural justice) after a service failure, the positive result on 
recovery satisfaction is intensified when the customer also perceived that the 
recovery process is more likely to be fair (distributive justice). Therefore, to have 
service recovery tools in the company policy will benefit both the service provider 
as well as the customers. 
 
Customers are human, and humans have different preferences. Hence, when 
customer encounter any failure it is important that service providers could match 
the customer’s preference in the recovery effort (Nguyen, McColl-Kennedy, and 
Dagger, 2012). Service providers that involve service recovery process in their 





limited effort into recovery initially. In summary, service recovery efforts is a crucial 
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